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The study investigates whether peer review experience helps learners become better 
self-reviewers quantitatively and qualitatively. Thirty-four Japanese EFL university students 
participated and their self-reviewed drafts before and after peer review experience were 
compared. To evaluate the impact of the peer review experience on their self-reviewed draft, a 
paired-samples t test was conducted for the overall writing and each of the six aspects of writing: 
organization/unity, development, coherence/cohesion, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. 
The results show that there are statistically significant differences in the number of problematic 
parts between before and after the peer review experience for the overall writing and each of 
the aspects of writing. This indicates that with a one-time peer review experience, the number of 
problematic parts in the draft decreased, and the students became better self-reviewers. A close 
analysis of the results reveals three phenomena of how the students engaged in the peer review, 
which are corroborated by follow-up interviews with the students. First, the students spent more 
time to complete their draft by reviewing it more carefully after the peer review experience. 
This has turned out to lead to developing the responsibility and ownership of their writing, and 
audience eyes. Second, the students worked on both global errors and local errors although 
some research indicates that especially novice learners tend to focus more on local errors 
than global errors. Third, they grasped their weaknesses in their writing and left problematic 
parts that they could not solve by themselves to peer review and a session with the teacher 
understanding the roles of peer and teacher feedback. Drawn from the analysis of the results, 
pedagogical implications are offered: providing supportive conditions for peer review, stressing 
the role and value of peer review in the writing process, planning training and instructions 
carefully based on a thorough analysis of students’ needs referring to course objectives. 
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Introduction
Numerous research findings have provided clear evidence that peer review is beneficial 
to writers who receive feedback for the quality improvement in their revisions (e.g., Min, 
2006; Paulus, 1999). In contrast, as Lundstrom and Baker (2009) point out, whether the act of 
reviewing peers’ writing and providing feedback itself is beneficial to their own writing has been 
rarely examined empirically. There are studies reporting the effects of peer review on the quality 
improvement in learners’ own writing (e.g., Lam, 2010; Min, 2005). However, those results are 
drawn from the students’ comments on their experience of peer review. Bruffee (1973) questions 
whether such self-perceptions of participants always reflect the fact precisely. Also, Min (2005) 
mentions the need to validate self-perceptions of participants quantitatively. In response to the 
lack of empirical research findings on the benefits of peer review to reviewers, Lundstrom and 
Baker (2009) have done empirical research in an ESL classroom to determine which is more 
beneficial to the participants’ own writing, only receiving feedback or only giving feedback. They 
stress the importance of developing the ability to critically evaluate writing which is considered 
to help learners become better self-reviewers. To assess the ability, they measured the quality 
improvement in writing and statistically analyzed the data. They have found that givers of 
feedback who only reviewed peers’ writing and provided feedback improved their own writing 
more than receivers of feedback who only received feedback from their peers. 
Peer review is one of the crucial components in the process-oriented approach to writing. A 
lot of research has shown that peer review contributes to language development and language 
learning cognitively (e.g., Leki, 1990), socially (e.g., Hirvela, 1999), linguistically (e.g., Lockhart 
& Ng, 1995), affectively (e.g., Min, 2005), and pedagogically (e.g., Connor & Asenavage, 1994). 
The process-oriented approach has been employed in many English classrooms to improve 
learners’ writing skills. In learning how to write, to become a better self-reviewer would be an 
ultimate goal. Some researchers mention that peer review experience eventually helps learners 
improve the ability to critically evaluate writing and become better self-reviewers (e.g., Rollinson, 
2005; Leki, 1990). Motivated by the empirical study on the benefits of peer review to reviewers by 
Lundstrom and Baker (2009), this study examines whether peer review helps learners develop 
the ability to critically evaluate writing which would lead to producing better self-reviewers in 
my teaching context, Japanese EFL classrooms. The study by Lundstrom and Baker (2009) and 
this study are different in several ways. Their study was conducted in ESL university classrooms 
in the U.S., but this study is in an EFL university classroom in Japan. They used a 30-minute 
timed essay, but this study allows the students to use as much time as they want with reference 
materials such as a dictionary and a grammar book. They did peer-review training four times, but 
this study includes only a one-time peer review. They divided the students into a control group 
which only received feedback from their peers and an experimental group which only reviewed 
their peers’ writing and provided feedback, but this study allows the students to both review 
their peer’s writing and provide feedback, and receive feedback from their peer on their writing. 
To assess the ability to critically evaluate writing, they examined the changes in the quality 
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improvement in writing, but this study examines the changes in the number of problematic parts 
in writing. With all of those differences between the study by Lundstrom and Baker (2009) and 
this study, this study investigates quantitatively and qualitatively whether peer review helps 
learners become better reviewers through peer review.
Method
Participants and English Course
Participants were 34 Japanese university students in the researcher’s English class. The 
class consisted of 6 males and 28 females who were majoring in pedagogy. They were in their first 
year at university. They were assigned to this class based on their score of the TOEIC® Listening 
and Reading test that they took just before the academic year began. The scores ranged from 475 
to 525 (M = 502.21, SD = 13.99). Before they entered the university, they studied English mainly 
for university entrance examinations. The English classes placed a great emphasis on grammar, 
vocabulary, and reading, providing few opportunities to practice the knowledge and skills in 
simulated real-life situations. All of them neither wrote an essay in English nor did peer review 
before they took this English course. 
The students enrolled in a required one-year English course. The class met once a week, 30 
times in total. Each lesson was 90 minutes. The course aimed to help students establish a basis of 
general English by training four language skills: reading, writing, listening, and speaking. At the 
end of each semester (the spring and fall semesters), a presentation was scheduled, therefore, 
the students did two presentations in total. The class employed the process-oriented approach 
to complete a final draft for the presentations. With the process-oriented approach, the students 
were systematically encouraged to engage in important components of writing process such as 
brainstorming, outlining, giving their feedback on their partner’s draft and receiving feedback 
from their partner in peer review, and revising their own draft based on the feedback from the 
partner and from the teacher.
Procedures to Complete Presentation Drafts
For both the presentations, the students wrote an opinion essay with a topic of their interest 
and took the same procedures to complete their final draft. The teacher encouraged them to 
choose a familiar and interesting topic that causes discussions among people. She did this 
considering the fact that this was their first-time experience in writing an essay in English, and 
topic difficulty affects how well learners work on their writing. After they chose a topic, they 
brainstormed about it and wrote down their ideas on a sheet. Then, they organized their ideas 
and put them in an outline sheet (see Appendix A for the outline sheet for opinion essay). The 
outline sheet was designed to help the students plan their draft following the structure of a five-
paragraph opinion essay: The introduction paragraph starts with a hook, includes background 
information and ends with a thesis statement; each of the three body paragraphs states a reason 
to support the thesis statement and starts with a topic sentence, and supporting sentences follow 
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it; the conclusion paragraph restates the main idea. For each paragraph, the acceptable range 
of sentences was set. The outline sheet was created referring to a reading text of an opinion 
essay from the textbook. The students knew the concepts included in the outline sheet because 
they learned them by analyzing the reading text as a model before they worked on their outline. 
Based on the outline, the students wrote their first draft as a homework assignment. In their 
draft, they were instructed to write down the length of time they spent to complete the draft. To 
the next lesson, they brought their first draft for peer review. 
Before the peer review, the teacher instructed the students on how to do peer review. The 
students watched a video clip where a pair of students of the same course from the previous 
academic year was engaging in peer review. The teacher commented on how successfully the 
students provided feedback as reviewers and responded to the feedback from their partner 
as writers. After watching the video clip, the students worked on a sample essay to learn how 
to review a draft and provide feedback. The teacher created this sample essay by adjusting 
the model reading text. The sample essay included problematic parts in terms of six aspects 
of writing: organization/unity, development, coherence/cohesion, grammar, vocabulary, and 
mechanics. Those six aspects of writing were recycled in several lessons before the peer review, 
therefore, the students were familiar with them. First, the students tried to detect as many 
problematic parts as possible thinking about possible feedback on each part. Then, the teacher 
covered all the problematic parts explaining every single part with feedback on it. After this 
exercise, the students engaged in their first peer review.
The students exchanged their drafts with their partner who was assigned to them by 
lot. As a homework assignment, they reviewed their partner’s draft filling in a peer review 
feedback sheet (see Appendix B for the feedback sheet for peer review) in which they indicated 
problematic parts in the draft and provided feedback on them. In the next lesson, they provided 
feedback on the problematic parts for their partner and received feedback on their own draft 
from their partner. Peer review was done in Japanese, their first language, considering the lack of 
their experience of using English in a communicative way. They revised their first draft based on 
the feedback from their partner. After they revised their first draft, they had a session to ask the 
teacher any questions on their draft including the feedback from their partner. After the session 
with the teacher, they completed their final draft based on the feedback from the teacher. For 
the second presentation draft, they followed the same procedures: writing a first draft, engaging 
in peer review, revising the first draft based on the feedback from their partner, having a session 
with the teacher, and completing a final draft based on the feedback from the teacher. 
Data Collection and Analysis Methods
To answer the research question: whether peer review helps learners become better self-
reviewers, the first draft for the first presentation and the first draft for the second presentation 
were collected and analyzed. Both the first drafts were written and self-reviewed by the students 
without peer feedback and teacher feedback. Because the students did not have peer review 
experience before this study, the students had only a one-time peer review experience before 
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the first draft for the second presentation. This study examines the impact of this peer review 
experience on their first draft for their second presentation, comparing it with the first draft 
for the first presentation without peer review experience. To measure the degrees of how well 
the students review their drafts by themselves, the teacher marked all the problematic parts in 
light of whether they should be corrected or not and labeled them in terms of the six aspects of 
writing. The judgement criterion was whether the parts should be corrected or not, not whether 
they could be improved in quality in revisions. The teacher checked the first drafts for both the 
presentations for the 34 students, 68 drafts in total. Her colleague who was adept at teaching 
English writing also checked all the drafts separately from the teacher. When differences in their 
judgements were detected, they discussed and finally agreed on all of their judgements. The 
teacher counted the total number of the problematic parts and the number of the problematic 
parts in each writing aspect for each student.
To examine whether peer review experience helps the students better review their draft 
by themselves, a paired-samples t test was conducted for the overall writing and each of the 
six aspects of writing. The paired-samples t test was used to evaluate whether the mean of the 
difference in the number of the problematic parts between the first draft for the first presentation 
and the first draft for the second presentation is significantly different from zero. To interpret 
the results of the paired-samples t test more accurately, the teacher had an interview with nine 
students which accounts for about 26% of the participants to corroborate the interpretations of 
the results. Those nine students were selected based on the total number of the problematic 
parts for the first draft for the first presentation, ranging from above average to below average. In 
this way, they could better represent the participant population. 
Results and Discussion
A paired-samples t test was conducted to evaluate whether a one-time peer review 
experience helps the students better review their draft by themselves. As shown in Table 1, there 
are statistically significant differences, at the .01 significance level, in the number of problematic 
parts between before and after the peer review experience for the overall writing and each of 
the six aspects of writing. The results suggest that a one-time peer review experience helped the 
students have fewer problematic parts in their first draft for their second presentation. This is 
true for not only the overall writing but also each of the six aspects of writing. This indicates that 
a one-time peer review experience helped the students write better by themselves with fewer 
problematic parts overall and in terms of each aspect of writing.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and t Test Results for Problematic Parts in Total and Each Aspect of Writing
Outcome
Before After 99% Cl for
Mean
Difference
M SD M SD n r t df
aOverall 20.56 2.85 6.76 1.46 34 12.72, 14.87 .60* 35.07* 33
Organization/unity 0.76 0.65 0.24 0.43 34 0.27, 0.79 .53* 5.48* 33
Development 0.56 0.66 0.24 0.43 34 0.10, 0.55 .70* 3.97* 33
Coherence/cohesion 1.21 0.64 0.41 0.50 34 0.47, 1.12 .30* 6.74* 33
Grammar 10.74 1.96 4.44 0.93 34 5.53, 7.06 .57* 22.60* 33
Vocabulary 2.82 1.47 0.59 0.61 34 1.71, 2.77 .70* 11.54* 33
Mechanics 4.50 1.08 0.85 0.70 34 3.25, 4.05 .62* 25.06* 33
*p<.01
Note. M = mean of problematic parts, SD = standard deviation, n = number of participants, Cl = confidence interval, 
r = estimate of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, t = sample value of the t test statistic, df = 
degrees of freedom.
aOverall refers to the total number of problematic parts of the six aspects of writing.
Besides the paired-samples t test in the number of problematic parts for the overall writing 
and each of the six aspects of writing, a paired-samples t test was conducted for the time spent 
to complete the first draft for each presentation and the number of sentences included in each 
draft. As shown in Table 2, there is a statistically significant difference, at the .01 significance 
level, in the time spent, but not in the number of sentences, between before and after the peer 
review experience. The results suggest that the students spent more time to complete their first 
draft after they experienced the peer review. However, the number of sentences included in the 
draft remained unchanged even after their experience of peer review. The result of the number 
of sentences was expected because the students were instructed to complete their drafts in the 
acceptable range of sentences.
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics and t Test Results for Time Spent and the Number of Sentences
Outcome
Before After 99% Cl for
Mean
Difference
M SD M SD n r t df
Time 97.35 15.63 174.71 51.15 34 -96.78, -57.93 .72* -10.89* 33
Sentences 40.09 3.35 40.12 3.24 34 -0.69, 0.63 .91* -0.12 33
*p<.01
Note. M = mean of problematic parts, SD = standard deviation, n = number of participants, Cl = confidence interval, 
r = estimate of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient, t = sample value of the t test statistic, df = 
degrees of freedom.
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From the paired-samples t test results, three phenomena are noticeable: The students spent 
much more time to complete a draft after the peer review experience; they worked on both global 
errors and local errors; there were errors that they could not handle with their current English 
proficiency. First, as to the increased time in completing a draft after the peer review experience, 
they spent about 1.8 times as much time as they spent before the peer review experience. All the 
nine students interviewed expressed that they felt the need to review their draft over and over 
again before the peer review. By reviewing their draft many times, they said that they gradually 
liked their draft and developed attachment to it. They mentioned that they already knew how 
their draft would be reviewed by their partner, in terms of the six aspects of writing in this study. 
This motivated them to review their draft as if they were their peer reviewers. They reported 
that they used a dictionary and a grammar book. Also, they felt that they should be ready to 
respond to any clarification requests on their draft from their partner. They fostered this attitude 
when they could not explain what they wrote in their draft in the peer review. The interviews 
with the students have turned out that the peer review experience results in their increased time 
in completing a draft which leads to developing the responsibility of their writing (e.g., Mittan, 
1989), the ownership of their writing (e.g., Tsui & Ng, 2000), and audience eyes (e.g., Zamel, 
1982).
Second, as to the fact that the students worked on both global errors and local errors in 
their draft, it does not accord with previous research findings that especially novice learners 
tend to focus more on local errors than global errors (e.g., Beason, 1993; Yagelski, 1995). Ferris 
(2002) makes a distinction between global errors and local errors in terms of whether errors 
affect the comprehensibility of the rest of the text or not, in other words, whether they can be 
corrected without affecting the comprehensibility of the rest of the text or not. According to 
this distinction, global errors are errors that affect the comprehensibility of the rest of the text, 
and local errors are errors that do not affect the comprehensibility of  the rest of the text. About 
the six aspects of writing, with some exceptions, errors in organization/unity, development, 
and coherence/cohesion are global errors, and errors in grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics 
are local errors. As shown in Table 1, the mean differences are all statistically significant for 
the overall writing and each of the six aspect of writing. This means that the students had 
fewer problematic parts in the overall writing and in each of the six aspects of writing after 
the peer review experience. However, a closer look at the results reveals that the means of the 
problematic parts between in the global-error-related aspects and in the local-error-related 
aspects differ in quantity. The students had more problematic parts in the local-error-related 
aspects than the global-error-related aspects, especially in grammar. This could be explained by 
the essay length and the judgement criterion of problematic parts. The students wrote a five-
paragraph essay in the acceptable range of sentences, from 33 to 48 sentences, following the 
rigid structure of outline. In a longer essay without such a rigid structure, more problematic 
parts in the global-error-related aspects could have been produced. Also, the drafts were judged 
in terms of whether they should be corrected or not, not whether they could be improved in 
quality in revisions. If the drafts had been judged in terms of the need for quality improvement in 
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revisions, more problematic parts in the global-error-related aspects could have been detected. 
Although there are dif ferences in size between the global errors and the local errors, the 
statistical results show that the students could tackle both global errors and local errors. In the 
interviews, the students mentioned that they were all familiar with all the six aspects of writing 
because they learned and practiced them several times in the lessons using the model essay and 
the outline. The fact that the students applied what they learned to their actual writing supports 
previous research findings that appropriate training and instructions help learners work on 
target contents successfully (e.g., Stanley, 1992; Zhu, 1995). 
Third, as to errors that they could not handle by themselves with their current English 
proficiency, this is taken for granted considering the fact that the students are learners who are 
developing their target language. What is important is how they should respond to them. Ferris 
(1999) introduces a notion of treatable errors and untreatable errors. Treatable errors have more 
rule-governed nature and can be detected more easily. She lists tense, form, passive, and modal 
use as examples of the treatable errors, and prepositions, sentence patterns, and unidiomatic 
phrases as examples of the untreatable errors. In the interviews, the students mentioned that 
they felt limitations to detecting and correcting all the problematic parts with their current 
English proficiency. They reported that mechanics was the easiest of the six aspects of writing 
because they believed that they could use it correctly once they learned the rules. About 
organization/unity, they said that they could work on it more easily than development and 
coherence/cohesion with the outline which provides a rigid structure to follow. They reported 
that they went back to the materials with which they learned the aspects of development and 
coherence/cohesion and did their best. About vocabulary which deals with meaning, they 
mentioned that they tried to find best words and expressions in a specific context of their text, 
however, they could not be sure of all the vocabulary. About grammar, they mentioned that 
they could grasp their strengths and weaknesses in this aspect most clearly of the six aspects 
of writing. From the interviews with the students, it is found that the students learned what 
they were good at and what they were not good at in their writing by reviewing their draft (e.g., 
Mittan, 1989). When the teacher asked the students about how they dealt with problematic parts 
that they viewed as their weaknesses and could not solve by themselves, all of them said that 
they left them in their draft to ask their partner in peer review and the teacher in the session 
with her. This corresponds with the studies reporting that leaners prefer to have both peer and 
teacher feedback (e.g., Jacobs, Curtis, Braine & Huang, 1998; Mangelsdorf, 1992). This indicates 
that the students understood the role and value of peer review in their writing process and were 
willing to maximize the peer review opportunities.
Conclusion
The study investigates whether peer review experience helps learners become better self-
reviewers quantitatively and qualitatively. Thirty-four Japanese EFL university students who did 
not experience peer review before this study participated. They completed their drafts in the 
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process-oriented approach. Their first drafts for two presentations were compared so that they 
experienced peer review once between the drafts. Problematic parts in the drafts were marked 
in terms of the six aspects of writing: organization/unity, development, coherence/cohesion, 
grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. A paired-samples t test was conducted and the results 
show that there are statistically significant differences, at the .01 significance level, in the number 
of problematic parts between before and after the peer review experience for the overall writing 
and each of the six aspects of writing. This means that with a one-time peer review experience, 
the number of problematic parts in the draft decreased and the students became better self-
reviewers. 
A close examination of the results reveals three phenomena of how the students engaged 
in the peer review. First, the students spent more time to complete their draft by reviewing their 
draft more carefully after the peer review experience. This helped the students develop the 
responsibility and ownership of their writing, and audience eyes. Second, the students worked 
on both global errors and local errors although some research indicates that especially novice 
learners tend to focus more on local errors than global errors (e.g., Beason, 1993; Yagelski, 
1995). The six aspects of writing that are concerned with both global-error-related aspects and 
local-error-related aspects were recycled in the lessons, not limited to the peer review activities, 
so that the students practiced them several times and applied the experience to their actual 
writing. Third, they grasped their strengths and weaknesses in their writing. When they had 
problematic parts that they could not solve by themselves, they left them to the peer review and 
the session with the teacher. This indicates that the students understood the role and value of 
peer and teacher feedback. Even a one-time peer review experience generated those effects that 
helped the students become better self-reviewers. 
To maximize peer review experience, the following pedagogical implications can be offered 
based on the analysis of the results. First, teachers need to provide learners with supportive 
conditions where learners learn from each other (e.g., Donato, 1994). Although the students 
did not experience peer review before this study, the teacher regularly employed pair work and 
group work in the classroom. Therefore, they were accustomed to interacting with classmates 
in a pair or in a group. Some researchers suggest that comfortable and secure environments 
facilitate learners’ language development (e.g., Hirvela, 1999). Second, training and instructions 
should be planned carefully based on a thorough analysis of students’ needs ref fering to 
course objectives. Appropriate training and instructions would help learners work on target 
contents successfully (e.g., Stanley, 1992; Zhu, 1995). Third, when peer review is introduced to 
classrooms, it would be important for learners to understand the role and value of peer review 
(e.g., Berg, 1999). Such understanding would motivate learners to engage in peer review. 
This study shows that the students developed the ability to critically evaluate writing and 
became better self-reviewers. Becoming a better self-reviewer would be an ultimate goal in 
learning how to write. Hopefully, the findings of this study would be rationales for teachers to use 
peer review in their classrooms and for learners to be motivated to engage in peer review.
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Appendix A
Outline Sheet for Opinion Essay
＜Instructions＞
1. You will write an opinion essay on a topic of your interest.
2. Your essay should be between 33 and 48 sentences.
Title
Introduction
























(between 6 and 9 
sentences)
Restatement of the main idea:
Note. In the real sheet used in the study, more writing space is provided.
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